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Introduction 


The purpose of the School Panel Review Process is to assist the Commissioner of Education in 
determining whether State intervention is needed to guide improvement efforts in schools where 
students' MCAS performance is critically low and no trend toward improved student 
performance is evident from MCAS data. Agassiz Elementary School met this criterion at the 
fourth grade and was one of 14 schools selected for panel review in spring, 2003. The Panel 
review was conducted on March 6- 7, 2003. 


The Review Panel's charge was to analyze data and written information on the school's 
performance and improvement efforts, visit the school, and meet with school and district 
officials in order to advise the Commissioner on the answers to the following two key questions: 


1. Does the school have a sound plan for improving student performance? 
2. Are the conditions in place for the successful implementation of the school's 
improvement plan(s)? 


The Panel's responses to the two key questions that defined the scope of its review are included 
in this report. These findings and conclusions are the product of the Panel's analysis, discussion, 
and observation, based on the evidence available to it. A list of panel members who participated 
in the review is provided in Appendix A. A detailed schedule of the Panel's activities is provided 
in Appendix B. 


The Panel's findings and conclusions on the two key questions, as well as school performance 
data, will be forwarded to the Commissioner of Education for consideration in determining 
whether the Agassiz Elementary School is deemed under-performing. The Panel was not asked 
to formulate a sound plan for school improvement where such a plan does not presently exist or 
to recommend a course of action to create the conditions for successful implementation of a 
sound plan where such conditions at present do not appear to exist. Diagnostic and/or 
prescriptive intervention, where needed to assist an under-performing school, occurs at the next 
stage of the school review process. 


Louis Agassiz Elementary School Profile 
Enrollment 


The Agassiz School is one of 70 K-5 elementary schools in the Boston Public Schools and serves 
approximately 734 students. The most recent enrollment data (2002) indicates that 75 percent of 
students are Hispanic, 20 percent Black, 5 percent White and 1 percent Asian. Over the last four 
years, the percentage of Hispanic students has increased by 5 percent while the percentage of 
Black students has decreased 4 percent. The percentage of students whose first language is not 
English has remained between 53 percent and 55 percent since 1999 while the Limited English 
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Proficient (LEP) population has also remained between 41 percent and 44 percent since 1999. 
The Agassiz is designated a school-wide Title I school, and for 2000-2001 (the most recent data 
available) 80 percent of students qualified for free or reduced-price lunch. The attendance rate at 
the school has been at or near 95 percent over the last four years. Retention rates at the school 
increased sharply in 2001 to 7.1. In 2001, the rate was 2.4 while in 2000 the rate was 1.5. 


The programs and services report indicates that 151 students receive special education services, 
296 receive Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE), while 120 receive ESL pullout support, 804 
students participate in school day and extended time academic support. The school’s after school 
academic support program provides support for approximately 45 students. As a school-wide 
Title I school, the Agassiz provides all students with Title I services. 


Staffing 


The Agassiz School staff consists of the Principal, two assistant principals, nurse, a 
librarian/media specialist, school psychologist, 66 teachers, one teacher leader/instructional 
facilitator and 17 teacher aides. Eleven of the 66 teachers are either on waiver or not certified in 
the area in which they teach. Just under half of the teachers (30) have been teaching in the 
building for ten years or more, while approximately 40 percent been in the teaching profession 
for twenty years or more. The student-to-teacher ratio is approximately 11 to 1. 


MCAS Overview 


Students at the Agassiz Elementary School are tested in the MCAS in grade 3 English language 
arts (ELA), and in grade 4 in ELA and mathematics. The Agassiz School failed to make 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in English language arts and mathematics in Cycles I (1999- 
2000) and II (2001-2002). 


Student Performance in ELA 


In Cycle II, which covers the years 2001-2002, the school received a performance rating of 
“Very Low” in ELA and an improvement rating of “No Change”. MCAS participation rates in 
ELA in 2001 and 2002 were 83 percent and 89 percent 


Over the last two cycles, the proportion of proficient Regular Education students at the Agassiz 
Elementary School has been below 20 percent. In 1999, 19 percent of students in this group 
scored at the Proficient level, 56 percent at Needs Improvement, and 26 percent at Warning. In 
2000, the percentage of proficient students fell to 13 percent, those in Needs Improvement fell to 
39 percent, and those in Warning rose to 49 percent. In 2001, the proportion of proficient 
students fell again to five percent. Regular Education students in the Needs Improvement 
category that year rose to 58 percent and Warning students fell to 37 percent. In the second year 
of Cycle II, the school had two percent of its Regular Education students tested score at the 
Advanced level of performance, 19 percent scored at Proficient, 46 percent at Needs 
Improvement, and 33 percent at the Warning level. 
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_ The performance of Special Education students at the Agassiz Elementary school over the last 
two cycles (except for 2001 when fewer than 10 students were tested) has been characterized by 
high percentages of students scoring in the Warning category, and a lack of proficient students. 
In 1999, 46 percent of Special Education students tested in ELA scored at the Needs 
Improvement level, while 55 percent scored at Warning. In 2000, the proportion of students 
scoring at the Needs Improvement level fell to 17 percent and those in Warning rose to 83 
percent. In 2002, 24 percent of scores fell in the Needs Improvement category and 76 percent in 
Warning. 


In 2000, 17 percent of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students scored proficient, 39 percent 
were in need of improvement, while 44 percent were in Warning. In 2001, equal percentages of 
students (17 percent) scored in the Proficient and Needs Improvement categories, and those in 
Warning rose to 67 percent. In 2002, there were no Proficient students, 56 percent of LEP 
students scored at the Needs Improvement level, and 44 percent at Warning. 


Student Performance in Mathematics 


In Cycle I, the Agassiz School received a performance rating of “Critically Low” based on its 
proficiency index of 36.9 in mathematics. Having declined 11.1 points from Cycle I, the school 
received an improvement rating of “Declined.” Participation rates in the MCAS testing program 
in both years in the two cycles were 99 percent. 


The performance of Regular Education students at the Agassiz School over the last four years in 
mathematics has been characterized by decreasing proportions of proficient students, and in 
Cycle II by an increasing proportion of students scoring at the Warning level. In 1999, two 
percent of students were advanced, and 12 percent proficient, while the majority (63 percent) 
scored at the Needs Improvement level, and 24 percent at Warning. In 2000, there were no 
Regular Education advanced students and the percentage in proficient fell to nine. The 
percentage of students in the Needs Improvement category fell to 36 percent, while Warning 
students rose to 55 percent. In 2001, proficient students fell again to three percent; Needs 
Improvement students rose to 51 percent and Warning proportions fell to 46 percent. In 2002, 
one percent of Regular Education students was advanced, six percent proficient, 44 percent in 
need of improvement and 49 percent in Warning. 


Special Education student performance over the last three years (fewer than 10 students were 
tested in 1999) in mathematics has been characterized by high percentages of students 
performing at the Warning level and a lack of proficient students. In 2000, 11 percent of 
students tested performed at the Needs Improvement level and 89 percent at Warning. In 2001, 
there were 27 percent of Special Education students who scored at the Needs Improvement level, 
and the remaining 37 percent at warning. The 2002 distribution of scores mirrored that of 2001. 


PANEL REPONSES TO THE KEY QUESTIONS 


KEY QUESTION 1: DOES THE SCHOOL HAVE A SOUND PLAN FOR IMPROVING 
STUDENT PERFORMANCE? 
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Panel Review Report Agassiz School 


The Panel review team agrees that the Agassiz Elementary School has a sound plan for 
improving student performance but that it could better meet the needs of students with the 
addition of timelines and benchmarks to assess the effectiveness of improvement initiatives and 
to monitor progress toward implementation. 


The school, like all other Boston Public Schools (BPS), has a Whole School Improvement Plan 
(WSIP) which provides a framework for the plan, the Six Essentials, as determined by the 
District. SMART goals, developed from both formative and summative assessments, exist as a 
separate document as does the school’s self-assessment summary. 


The Agassiz plan suffers from perhaps Season ite too many initiatives as suggested to the Panel 
Review team in interviews with the Principal and faculty. Additionally, the plan is not founded 
on a deep analysis of the root causes of poor student performance. This, in the opinion of the 
review team, has resulted in the plan prioritizing the adoption and implementation of large-scale 
school-wide programs to meet student needs rather than closer attention to improving classroom 
instruction for the same purpose. The review team determined that the WSIP would be a better 
document if all components were combined and timelines, benchmarks, and rigorous assessment 
indicators of student progress were included. 


In his interview with the Panel members, the Deputy Superintendent indicated he recognized this 
deficiency and is adding a data analysis worksheet to the district’s in-service program for 
principals on MCAS analysis. Also, the format of the Boston WSIP template is under revision. 


Morale is high in the school and the faculty is motivated to continue to improve instructional 
practices as a direct link to improved student achievement. In the Leadership Report provided for 
the Panel Review visit, the Principal stated, “The ILT (Instructional Leadership Team) 
understands that we have to define our work more clearly within the WSIP, narrow our scope of 
work....” In the judgment of the Panel Review team, the school has the understanding it needs 
to move forward with its planned improvement efforts and the awareness of ways to articulate 
their strategies more clearly in the refined, revised planning document. 


A. Has the school analyzed appropriate data and program information to accurately 
identify the gaps in student performance and determined why those gaps exist? 


The school has analyzed MCAS 4" grade scores in English Language Arts and math and in the 
last cycle the school failed to not only make annual yearly progress (AYP) but regressed by 11 
percent in the math portion from the previous testing. (This was attributed by school leaders, in 
part, to the staggered professional development and implementation of the new TERC math 
program) Particularly large numbers of students (75 percent) performed poorly in open response 
and short answer questions on MCAS and district-wide Boston Public School (BPS) 
assessments. Fifty percent of the students did not meet grade level standards in language, writing 
conventions and topic development skills. Other assessments used by the school are the Stanford 
9 in grades 3, 4 and 5 as a placement test for advanced work. The Gates-Maginitie is given every 
8 weeks in SFA to measure student progress. 
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However, the Panel review team noted that this analysis of student weaknesses did not result in 
the targeting of specific areas of attention to learning standards contained in the Massachusetts 
curriculum frameworks. The analysis did not reach that level of specificity. Also, although the 
analysis was conducted by the Principal and the Instructional Leadership team, who, while 
representative of the faculty, did not have a method for engaging the full staff in the details of the 
analysis. In the planning documents (the WSIP), the authors acknowledge that “the school still 
needs to determine students’ strengths and weaknesses in content categories, 1.e., number sense, 
geometry, measurement, etc.” The lack of individual teacher involvement in the analysis is 
confirmed by responses on the staff surveys completed prior to the Panel Review and from focus 
group interviews during the visit. In the team’s judgment, individual teachers are the primary 
link between planned improvements and student learning opportunities, and would benefit from 
personal involvement in the details of assessment analysis conducted by the ILT and principal. 


Interviews and focus groups with faculty and school leaders suggest some differences exist 
between what the two groups believe are the causes for poor student academic performance. 
The Principal and faculty agree that the language difficulties of many of the students together 
with a lack of parental involvement have led to the poor performance. But the Principal, in the 
leadership report, also attributes low performance to the teachers’ lack of familiarity with and 
inconsistent implementation of the state standards. Consensus exists in some areas, but the 
school is not fully in agreement about other possible reasons for poor achievement. 


The school has focused some of its previous improvement efforts on classroom level concerns. 
The Agassiz staff published a booklet of teaching strategies useful in a variety of situations to aid 
classroom instruction and classroom management. Graphic organizers, Getting Along, Peach 
Path, and team sharing are some of the strategies mentioned in the WSIP. Teacher survey results 
indicate a great need for instructional strategies related to the instruction of English Language 
Learners (ELL). However, the review team was unable to find evidence that the school had a 
means of collecting data about the quality of classroom instruction. While the booklet is a helpful 
addition, the day to day collection of systematic oversight of classroom activities is limited. 


The school has adopted the district mandated curriculum programs all of which have undergone 
extensive review for quality and appropriateness at the district, though not necessarily at the 
building level. There is a documented curriculum for math (TERC) and reading (SFA) both of 
which are aligned with the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks. It is important to note here 
that these curricula are perceived by teachers as being inflexible to the needs of the diverse range 
of Agassiz students. Both math and ELA programs are highly scripted and don’t allow teachers 
time to address needs in the curricula that students fail to grasp on the first teaching. This was 
confirmed by both the teachers and the Principal, though the teachers seemed more willing and 
able to deviate from the scripted schedule to re-teach material. It was a concern to the review 
team that the Principal seemed more resigned to the limitations of these programs and to keeping 
the teaching on schedule rather than engaging with the teachers in modifying the pace to meet 
the needs of all the students. According to the Principal and subject area teachers, the approved 
curriculum is being taught to all students. Curricula with modifications are being used for special 
needs students, for bi-lingual students and in the native language literacy class. 
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There is no curriculum for either Science or Social Studies and only 20 minutes per day is 
allotted to these subjects. 


Most of the staff are qualified and certified to teach their content area and grade levels and 
classroom observations demonstrated their working knowledge of their content. Teachers have 
access to the state learning standards and they were posted in the classrooms observed during the 
Panel visit. However, in the Leadership report, the Principal states that teachers do not 
consciously develop lesson plans objectives using the standards as a base. This is due, he states, 
because the development of lesson plans that are aligned to standards is not required due to the 
prescriptive nature of SFA and TERC programs. To address the confusion between dictated 
lessons and standards-based lessons, the WSIP proposes that the ILT provide training to teachers 
in the use of charts developed by Mass Insight that provide a matrix for standards sequencing 
across the grades. 


B. Does the plan set out specific improvement objectives that are grounded in the school’s 
analysis of the reasons for poor student performance? 


The plan sets out clear improvement goals with specific objectives. These goals are grounded in 
the school’s analysis of the areas of low student performance. The review team, however, did not 
find any evidence that the school has made a thorough determination of the causes of low student 
performance. The school knows in what content areas student performance is low (though not 
down to the skill levels in the standards) but it has not yet probed deeply into why student 
performance results are unsatisfactory. 


The review team found that the school’s improvement goals exist in separate documents and 
sometimes use a terminology different than most plans to identify objectives and strategies, 
leading to some confusion when reading the plan. For example, the improvement goals, called 
SMART goals, correlate with needs identified through the analysis of MCAS results and the BPS 
formative assessments. However, the formative SMART goals for the district tests are not very 
rigorous and they all project the same amount of progress, 10 percent per year. To the Panel 
Review team, these didn’t seem to have been goals that were strategically developed, but rather 
responsive to an improvement formula that was inserted into all goal areas. Also, the MCAS 
goals, which the team received on the first day of the review, are set so high that they are 
unreasonable. The review team determined that the goal setting process is weak and unreliable. 


Additional confusion arose in examining the intended target for the schools goals and objectives. 
The goals have a focus on teaching and learning but the objectives speak more to what the 
faculty will do and make little (if any) mention about what students will learn. Adoption and 
implementation of programs together with the appropriate professional development across the 
grades is emphasized, but clearly written outcomes for students are lacking. Goals and objectives 
are specific and measurable to a great extent but, except for the formative goals which call for 10 
percent improvement per year, are not stated in terms of student achievement. The Deputy 
Superintendent, the Principal and the members of the ILT recognize this discrepancy, and 
revisions of the WSIP are being planned. 
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C. In order to accomplish each improvement objective, does the plan specify strategies 
which appear likely to lead to improved student results? 


The WSIP specifies several strategies which appear likely to lead to improved student 
performance because they have been proven over time to have a demonstrated level of 
effectiveness or are research-based. However, these strategies are not directly connected to root 
causes for low performance because those causes have not been clearly identified. 


One strategy has already been implemented which is likely to support improvement. The master 
schedule has been adjusted to give additional time (a full 60 minutes) each day to teach the 
TERC math program. The additional class time for mathematics could conceivably lead to higher 
achievement, but would be more likely to do so if the change also included specific instructional 
changes to assure more effective use of the extended time block. Another schedule adjustment 
included the addition of a new 30 minute block of time set aside to implement Writer’s 
Workshop using the Collaborative Coaching and Learning (CCL) model. 


Other strategies have also begun this year with the expectation that they will lead to improved 
student performance. The reading program, Success for All, has been aligned with the new BPS 
literacy program, books and materials to make teaching SFA consistent throughout the district 
and to correlate with available resources. Looking at Student Work (LASW) is a research-based 
strategy in which teachers meet to examine student work and performance data to improve their 
instruction. LASW has been used this year by Agassiz teachers to examine writing and math 
assignments and is scheduled to be used to check student progress in reading. As noted earlier, 
each of these strategies hold promise of improving student learning generally, but they are not 
tightly linked to the specific needs of Agassiz students, based on a thorough analysis of possible 
reasons for poor performance in previous years. 


D. Are the school’s written improvement planning document (s) clear and specific enough 
to guide their implementation of planned improvement initiatives? 


The school’s written improvement planning documents examined by the Panel Review team 
include the Principal’s Leadership Report., the WSIP, the SMART goals and the Self- 
Assessment Summary. The main document, the WSIP, is clear and specific enough to guide 
improvement initiatives for the time being until proposed changes to the plan format including 
the addition of missing indicators are carried out by the school district and implemented by the 
school. 


Action plans, which identify specific steps that must be taken to improve the school’s 
performance, have been generated by the ILT and by the Principal. The action plans specify the 
resources and the assistance that might be needed. Staff and other persons such as the ILT, 
literacy and math coaches, the Principal, and the “Essential Champions” are identified as needed 
for implementation or oversight of specific actions. (“Essential Champions” are building level 
personnel who promote attention to one of the district’s Six Essentials.) What are lacking are 
specific benchmarks to check for periodic progress and a structured method for evaluating 
overall results. Additionally, a focus on root cause analysis is missing to help the school make 
the connection between student achievement and instructional practices. Other indicators, such 
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as who will do what, when it will be done, how to know that it has been done and whether it has 
achieved the desired result are not fully described. As mentioned earlier in this report, the 
Deputy Superintendent has acknowledged this deficiency in the plan format and indicated that 
MCAS action plans will be added, including an in-depth analysis of results, to the revised WSIP 
template provided by the district to all Boston schools. 


E. Was the School Improvement Plan developed through a process that will support its 
successful implementation? 


The WSIP was developed through a representative process designed by the school administration 
and implemented by the 20 member Instructional Leadership Team (ILT). Parents are not 
represented on this team. Previous school improvement plans were examined but their 
effectiveness was not evaluated. The current plan has been approved by the faculty and includes 
professional development aligned with the plan. It also includes a process for ongoing evaluation 
of implementation and opportunities for appropriate adjustments in the plan’s strategies. 


The WSIP was compiled by the Agassiz ILT. The ILT includes representatives of the faculty and 
staff in each of the content and grade level areas. Information is exchanged between ILT 
representatives and the full faculty through grade level or subject area meetings. To compose 
each year’s new plan, previous WSIPs are examined and reactions to current or planned actions 
are assessed. All faculty members are welcome to attend and participate in all meetings but 
parents are not represented on this team or involved in the construction of the WSIP. While 
faculty members have received copies of the most recent plan, it has not been distributed to 
parents. 


Successful implementation of the strategies in the plan requires extensive commitment of the 
faculty. In order to support the school improvement goals in math and literacy, professional 
development opportunities have been included in the plan. All teachers have been trained in the 
Success for All model and training has begun for the complementary Writer’s and Reader’s 
Workshops. Plans are underway to begin training for the Reading First program in the near 
future. Professional development continues for faculty in the use of the TERC math program. It 
was obvious from interviews and observations that teachers have assumed responsibility for 
implementation of the defined strategies in the plan and are engaged fully in the process of 
making them work. 


The previous WSIP did not measure plan effectiveness nor did it plan on regularly assessing 
implementation according to the Deputy Superintendent. This step in improvement planning has 
now been written into the new template and is part of the current plan. Currently, data used to 
evaluate the implementation of the plan’s strategies comes from the Principals’ classroom visits 
as well as reports from literacy and math coaches and notes from LASW sessions. This anecdotal 
data is valuable and informative but not systematic or structured into a formal assessment 
process as yet. 
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KEY QUESTION 2: ARE THE CONDITIONS IN PLACE FOR THE SUCCESSFUL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE IMPROVEMENT PLAN(S)? 


- The Panel Review team determined that the conditions are in place at Agassiz Elementary 
School for the successful implementation of the improvement plans. The Principal has developed 
a shared decision-making process that spreads leadership decisions among the faculty and staff 
by means of the instructional, grade level and subject area leadership teams. A review of the staff 
survey report indicates that the faculty has confidence in the Principal’s ability to lead the 
school’s improvement efforts. In interviews and focus groups, the staff indicated their belief in 
the improvement efforts as outlined in the Agassiz WSIP. The district office continues to 
support and guide these improvements through the bi-annual review and approval of these plans 
as well as by providing training for principals in writing the plan. 


A. Does the school have effective leadership and sound management? 


Yes. The school does have sound management and effective leadership. The faculty and staff 
are involved in school improvement efforts on several levels. The 20 member Instructional 
Leadership Team (ILT) draws representatives from all subject areas and grade levels and they 
are responsible for writing the WSIP. The math and literacy leadership teams are subgroups of 
the ILT with a more refined focus. The Principal and/or assistant principals attend most of these 
meetings and communication is open and moves both horizontally and vertically within the 
school. The staff expresses satisfaction, in surveys, interviews and focus groups, with this 
leadership model and in the ability of the Principal to lead school improvement initiatives. 


The school leaders work to support a positive school climate and teachers report that morale is 
high. However, they also caution that the faculty is beginning to feel overwhelmed with the 
pressure of implementing the many new programs such as TERC mathematics, Reader’s and 
Writer’s Workshop and Reading First while also participating in the accompanying professional 
development at the same time they carry out their classroom work to improve student 
achievement. The Principal also has expressed concerns about the need for and his ability to 
substantially increase parental involvement in the school, to provide alternative instruction to bi- 
lingual students next school year and to support students falling behind in prescriptive and 
instructionally rigid programs such as TERC. While confident in his overall abilities, the 
Principal recognized his own need for additional support to address these important areas of need 
at Agassiz. 


In the Leadership Report, the Principal mentions that he and the ILT took some steps to address 
student academic problems identified in data analysis. However, after the initial surge of 
enthusiasm and participation on the part of the staff, they failed to maintain the necessary 
momentum to continue the process. The Principal’s comments raised a concern among the Panel 
Review team about his effectiveness in supporting teachers who are implementing structured 
programs like TERC. He raised several questions about the use of programs like TERC with all 
students. He seemed less than confident in the school’s ability to provide appropriately for the 
needs of English language learners and limited English proficient students, a major concern 
given the impact of voter-approved mandates limiting certain types of bilingual education. This 
has led the Panel to believe that the Principal has not yet enunciated clearly enough an 
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overarching vision for the school and has not been clear about the energy, commitment, and 
confidence necessary to sustain all the planned improvement efforts. Of special concern to the 
team is the absence of parental involvement in the school, particularly since this is a “Title 1 
School wide” school which requires the participation of parents in a number of school activities. 


B. Is there evidence that the school’s faculty supports the planned improvement efforts? 


Yes. It was evident to the Panel Review team, through a review of the results of the faculty 
survey and by conducting several teacher focus groups and individual teacher interviews, that the 
school’s faculty supports the planned improvement efforts. Although the staff is in agreement 
with the improvement strategies being planned to address the identified needs, they also realize 
that the implementation of new programs is a long-term process requiring a great deal of 
professional development and so they do expect to see positive results but not immediately. 
However, the staff survey indicates that only 63 percent feel that the curriculum implemented in 
the school is effective and appropriate. Unfortunately, the survey did ask respondents to specify 
which curriculum they were referring to, making it difficult to pursue further the reasons behind 
their lack of confidence in the program. They also expressed their feeling, in interviews, that too 
many initiatives were being implemented at the same time. They asserted that not all could be 
effectively implemented when so many demanded attention. Finally, as previously mentioned, 
there is a divergence between the faculty and principal on the likely reasons for poor student 
performance and the specific content and skill needs to be addressed. 


All teachers have received training in SFA teaching practices and 15 teachers have been trained 
to implement TERC math, with additional teachers to receive training on a staggered 
professional development schedule. At the same time, the faculty continues utilizing “Looking at 
Student Work” (LASW), to refine instructional practices. Finally, teachers are receiving training 
as they move to full implementation of Writer’s Workshop, the school’s writing literacy 
program. 


To support principals in their role of overseeing instructional practices, the Boston Public School 
system has adopted Research for Better Teaching (RBT) and school based administrators 
received training in its implementation. At the present time this training has not been extended to 
faculty and staff. , 


C. Is the school receiving adequate guidance and support from the district leadership? 


Yes. The Panel Review team agrees that the school is receiving adequate guidance and support 
from the district leadership based on interviews with the Deputy Superintendent supervising 
Agassiz school and with the school’s principal. 


The Deputy Superintendent was able to discuss the five year history since the school adopted the 
reading program, “Success for All,” the district’s efforts to supplement SFA to provide a writing 
component, the school’s failure to meet adequate yearly progress and the school’s and district’s 
efforts to remedy that situation through new literacy and math programs. 
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Although the Deputy Superintendent is not directly involved with the development of the 
Agassiz improvement plan, the plan is reviewed twice per year with appropriate feedback 
provided by the district office. The district office provides a part time Lead Coach to assist the 
school in looking at the WSIP and analyzing appropriate data. A part time Literacy Coach and a 
full time Math Coach are also provided to assist the teachers with the implementation of new 
programs. 


CONCLUSION 


The Panel Review team has answered the two key questions about Agassiz school’s 
improvement planning efforts in the affirmative. The team reached consensus that the school 
does have a sound plan for improving student performance with some gaps in the plan document 
that appear to be under review and revision. The key strengths of the plan are the total 
involvement of the school’s faculty through their representatives in the preparation of the WSIP 
and their commitment to improving student achievement. 


Although student performance data has been analyzed to identify weaknesses, an understanding 
of the root causes of low student performance is not clearly presented in the document or agreed 
to by all stakeholders. Furthermore, benchmarks to check for.periodic progress toward planned 
targets are lacking as is a process for the evaluation of the impact of adopted strategies on 
student achievement. It improves confidence in the likely success of the Agassiz plan that the 
members of the ILT, the Principal and the Deputy Superintendent all have recognized the plan’s 
shortfalls and are taking steps to revise the WSIP template and to include instruments and 
strategies to measure overall results. 


The team also found that, although there is much evidence of faith in the Principal as the school 

leader in the leadership report, in the WSIP, as well as in interview records with the faculty and 

the supervising Deputy Superintendent, it is necessary for the Principal to develop a whole 

_ school improvement vision and effective plan of action that involves all the stakeholders and 
responds to the needs of all the students at Agassiz. 
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APPENDIX A 
Team Members 


Joseph Trunk, Panel Chairperson, Consultant, SchoolWorks 

Scott Kelley, Ph.D., Panel Coordinator, MA Department of Education 

Mary Fischer, Director of Reading/Language Arts, Arlington Public Schools 
Elien Keane, Assistant Superintendent, Hingham Public Schools 

Virginia Stewart, Title I Director, Yarmouth Regional School District 
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APPENDIX B 


UNDER-PERFORMING PANEL REVIEW SCHEDULE 
Detailed Schedule for Review Panel School Site Visit 
The times specified on the following schedule may be adjusted slightly to align with the 
daily schedule and practices in each of the schools being reviewed. 


Day 1 


10:30—12:00 Panel chairperson and panel coordinator meet to discuss and clarify roles, prepare 
for the first team meeting, and review general logistics/schedule for the review. 
(location: hotel] | 


12:00—2:00 p.m. Team meeting # 1: team meets for the first time to discuss each panelist’s 
individual analysis; team forms preliminary judgements on key questions. 
[location: hotel] 


2:00—3:00 p.m. Panelists meet with the district Superintendent (and Assistant Superintendent, if 
appropriate). [location: hotel] | 


3:30—4:30 p.m. Panelists meet with Principal (and one other school-based individual, if 
appropriate). [location: the school] 


6:00—8:00 p.m. Team meeting # 2: panelists synthesize interview information, further define 
findings, prepare questions, and develop a team strategy for Day 2 of the review. 
[location: hotel] 


Day 2 


PANELISTS MEET WITH ILT 
8:15 


8:15- | PANELISTS MET WITH PRINCIPAL 
8:45 
|__| PANELIST A PANELIST C PANELIST E 
: Teacher Group | Teacher GroupI | Student GroupI | Student Group Parent Group 
Room 303 I 
Room 303 | Lower Lvl. Conference 
Teachers’ SFA roomnext | Room 
Lounge to219 


Teacher Group | Teacher Group | Observation Observation Observation 
II It 
Teachers’ Teachers’ 
Lounge-3" Lounge- 3™ floor 
floor 
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Interview 


Teacher Group | Teacher Group Interview Interview 
il 


Principal’s office 


Principal’s 
office 


10:30 -1:00 Working Lunch 


[ ——sS«| PANELIST A | PANELIST B PANELISTC | PANELISTD |[PANELISTE [| | 


Teacher Group Teacher Group | Teacher Group Teacher Group | Write Report 1:00- 


IV IV V V 
Room 308 Room 308 Room 259 Room 259 


we: 


ei 


MEETING WITH THE PRINCIPAL 
3:00 


PANELISTS DELIBERATE AND FORM CONCLUSIONS 
5:30 
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